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REMARKS 

The Office Action rejects claims 24-41, 47, and 55 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The Office 
Action also rejects claims 42-57 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. Additionally, the Office Action rejects claims 42-57 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ogawa (U.S. Patent No. 6,355,126) over Debroche et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,281,289). 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the courtesy extended in the telephone 
interview with Applicants' representative on Monday February 4, 2008. Prior to the 
interview, Applicants' representative faxed the Examiner proposed amendments to 
claims 24, 30, 33, 39, 42, 47, 50, and 55. During the interview the Examiner agreed 
with Applicants' representative that the proposed amendments would overcome the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as well as the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. The Examiner also noted during the interview that 
recitations of "the at least two presser elements" retained in claim 30 lacked antecedent 
basis. The Examiner suggested Applicants amend claim 30 to address this. The 
proposed amendments presented herein include (1 ) the proposed amendments to 
claims 24, 30, 33, 39, 42, 47, 50, and 55 that the Examiner agreed in the interview 
would overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 and (2) amendments to claim 30 
to replace multiple recitations of "the at least two presser elements" with "the first 
presser element and the second presser element" to address the new concern raised by 
the Examiner during the interview. 
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By this Reply, Applicants propose amending claims 24 and 33 to recite "a 
presser element configured to translate between a first position and a second position 
along a portion of a strip segment during application of the strip segment on the toroidal 
support." Additionally, Applicants propose amending claims 30, 39, 47, and 55 to recite 
"wherein said first presser element and second presser element are supported by 
respective support elements." Applicants also propose amending claim 30 to recite "a 
radial actuation device for translating the first presser element and the second presser 
element in radial movement to the exterior surface of the toroidal support; and a 
transverse actuation device for translating the first presser element and the second 
presser element between a first operative condition, wherein the first presser element 
and the second presser element are moved together, and a second operative condition, 
wherein the first presser element and the second presser element are removed relative 
to an equatorial plane of the toroidal support." Additionally, Applicants propose 
amending claims 42 and 50 to recite "a laying unit for applying the plurality of strip 
segments to a toroidal support according to a preset laying angle." Applicants further 
propose amending claims 46 and 54 to recite that "the laying unit includes a presser 
element that is movable against the exterior surface of the toroidal support to cause the 
applying of the strip segments." The originally filed application fully supports the 
proposed claim amendments. The proposed claim amendments would add no new 
matter. Claims 24-57 are currently pending. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 24-41 , 47 and 55 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first 
paragraph, as discussed and agreed during the telephone interview, Applicants 
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respectfully submit that these claims, with the proposed amendments, are fully 
supported by the originally filed application. With the proposed amendments, claims 24 
and 33 would each recite "a presser element configured to translate between a first 
position and a second position along a portion of a strip segment during application of 
the strip segment on the toroidal support" (emphasis added). At least page 13, lines 15- 
25 of the originally filed application fully supports this proposed claim language. 
Additionally, with the proposed amendments, claims 30, 39, 47, and 55 would each 
recite " wherein said first presser element and said second presser elemen t are 
supported bv respective support elements " (emphasis added). The originally filed 
application contains full support for this proposed claim language at least on page 1 1 at 
lines 4-1 1 and in Figs. 1-4. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 42-57 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second 
paragraph, as discussed and agreed during the interview, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the proposed amendments to claims 46 and 54 address the concerns expressed in 
the rejection. Accordingly, Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 42- 
57 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 42-57 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), Applicants 
respectfully submit the Office Action does not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness. To support an obviousness rejection, the Office Action must clearly 
articulate why a person of ordinary skill in the art would have found the claimed 
invention obvious. M.P.E.P. § 2142. Applicants respectfully submit that the Office 
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Action does not provide a logical explanation why a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have found an apparatus according to any of claims 42-57 obvious. 

An apparatus according to any of claims 42-57 includes, inter alia, "a second 
angular actuation device configured to generate relative rotation between one of the 
plurality of strip segments and the toroidal support . . . about an axis of correction 
substantially radial to the geometric axis of rotation of the toroidal support" "wherein the 
second angular actuation device is mechanically connected to the toroidal support to 
rotate the toroidal support angularly about the axis of correction." The Office Action 
asserts that a person of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify 
Ogawa's machine to include such an angular actuation device to rotate the rigid core 13 
thereof. Office Action at 3-4. 

Contrary to this assertion, Applicants respectfully submit that a person of ordinary 
skill in the art would have thought it did not make sense to add such an angular 
actuation device to Ogawa's machine. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have 
considered such an angular actuation device redundant to the provisions Ogawa 
already discloses for generating relative rotation between the ribbon like strips 18 and 
the rigid core 13 about an axis radial to the geometric axis of the rigid support 13. In 
one embodiment, Ogawa discloses a plurality of vertical multi-freedom robots 39 
operable to generate such relative rotation between each ribbon like strip 18 and the 
rigid core 13. Col. 5, 1. 24-col. 6, 1. 8. In its other embodiment, Ogawa discloses a 
transferring and adhering means 60 operable to provide relative rotation between each 
ribbon like strip 18 and the rigid core 13 about an axis radial to the geometric axis of the 
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rigid core 13. Col. 8, 1. 55-col. 10, 1. 6. A person of ordinary skill in the art would not find 
it logical to increase the expense and complexity of Ogawa's machine by adding 
components for performing a function that the machine already has. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the Office 
Action does not establish a prima facie case of obviousness of claims 42-57. 
Accordingly, Applicants request withdrawal of the rejection of claims 42-57 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Notice of Appeal 

To allow the Examiner more time to consider the above amendments and 
remarks, Applicants have filed herewith a Notice of Appeal. 

Claim Scope 

In discussing the specification and claims in this Amendment, it is to be 
understood that Applicants are in no way intending to limit the scope of the claims to 
any exemplary embodiments described in the specification or abstract and/or shown in 
the drawings. Rather, Applicants believe that Applicants are entitled to have the claims 
interpreted broadly, to the maximum extent permitted by statute, regulation, and 
applicable case law. 

Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully request that this Amendment under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .1 16 be 
entered by the Examiner, placing claims 24-57 in condition for allowance. Applicants 
submit that the proposed amendments to claims 24, 30, 33, 39, 42, 46, 47, 50, 54, and 
55 do not raise new issues or necessitate the undertaking of any additional search of 
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the art by the Examiner. Therefore, this Amendment should allow for immediate action 
by the Examiner. 

Furthermore, Applicants submit that the entry of the amendment would place the 
application in better form for appeal, should the Examiner dispute the patentability of the 
pending claims. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants submit that this claimed invention, 
as amended, is neither anticipated nor rendered obvious in view of the prior art 
references cited against this application. Applicants therefore request the entry of this 
Amendment, the Examiner's reconsideration and reexamination of the application, and 
the timely allowance of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 

If the Examiner believes a further telephone conversation might advance 
prosecution, the Examiner is invited to call Applicants' undersigned agent at 202-408- 
4492. 



Respectfully submitted 



FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
GARRETT & DUNNER, L.L.P. 



Dated: February 5, 2008 




Neil T. Powell 



Reg. No. 45,020 
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